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TXD45–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program
at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports,
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

TXD45–2 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges commentor’s concern that the surplus plutonium
disposition program be carried out in an environmentally safe and efficient
manner.  The proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities would be
designed, constructed, operated, and deactivated in accordance with
applicable Federal, State, and local environmental, safety, and health
requirements.  Within these limits, DOE believes that the level of
contamination should be kept as low as is reasonably achievable, so that the
benefit of reducing the already low level of contamination would warrant
the additional cost of that reduction.  Further, D&D would be necessary
wherever the proposed facilities were located.  D&D is discussed in
Section 4.31.  DOE will evaluate options for D&D or reuse of the proposed
facilities at the end of the surplus plutonium disposition program..  At that
time, DOE will perform engineering evaluations, environmental studies,
and further NEPA review to assess the consequences of different courses
of action.

This SPD EIS does not consider the use of existing canyons for any pit
disassembly and conversion activities.  For example, the use of F-Canyon
at SRS to convert plutonium for use in either the immobilization or MOX
facility would require reconfiguring the canyon and keeping it in operation
for another 10 years or more.  DOE has already made a commitment to the
public, the U.S. Congress, and DNFSB to shut the canyon down.
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TXD45–3 Cost Report

Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has been
forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration.  The Plutonium
Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution
Document (DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-
cycle cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, is available
on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading
rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS and
Washington, D.C.

TXD45–4 Human Health Risk

Appendix L.5.1 was revised to show that workers at Pantex would receive
an additional dose of 10.4 person-rem/year.  On the basis of a health risk
estimator of 400 fatal cancers per 1 million person-rem (see
Appendix F.10.2.1), a dose of 10.4 person-rem translates to an increase of
0.0042 LCF per year.  Thus, for a 10-year operational period, the risk of a
single additional fatal cancer among the workforce would be less than 1
in 20.  While DOE continually evaluates dose limits, there are no current
plans to change the existing limits.
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TXD45–5 Other

DOE would not have considered Pantex for the surplus plutonium disposition
program if it did not believe that Pantex employees were qualified to
perform the work safely and effectively.
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MD006–1 DOE Policy

DOE has and will continue to make health, safety, and environmental issues
a matter of utmost importance in the planning and conduct of all nuclear
operations, including the disposition of surplus plutonium.  This SPD EIS
shows that the impact of properly implementing the proposed action at
Pantex would have no major effect on the health, safety, and environment in
the Amarillo area.

MD006–2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senator’s support for siting the MOX facility at
Pantex.  As indicated in Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the MOX facility
because this activity complements existing missions and takes advantage
of existing infrastructure and staff expertise.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs associated
with the various alternatives.  A separate cost report, Cost Analysis in
Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific
cost estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same
time as the SPD Draft EIS.  This report and the Plutonium Disposition
Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document
(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost
analyses associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD
Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the
following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS and Washington, D.C.

MD006–3 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senator’s support for siting the pit conversion
facility at Pantex.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program
at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports,
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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MD006–4 Transportation

DOE has considered the inherent risks, including proliferation concerns,
associated with transporting pits versus plutonium dioxide.  While DOE
prefers to minimize the transportation of plutonium that is still desirable
for weapons use, plutonium is routinely and safely transported in the United
States.  As described in Appendix L.3.3, transportation of nuclear materials
would be performed in accordance with all applicable DOT and NRC
transportation requirements.  Interstate highways would be used, and
population centers avoided, to the extent possible.

All shipments of surplus plutonium that have not been converted to a
proliferation-resistant form would be made by DOE’s SST/SGT system, as
described in Appendix L.3.2.  During the first week of September 1998,
Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin held a Moscow summit and signed a statement
of principles with the intention of removing approximately 50 t (55 tons)
of plutonium from each country’s stockpile.  By working in parallel with
Russia to reduce stockpiles of excess plutonium, the United States can
reduce the chance that weapons-usable nuclear material could fall into the
hands of terrorists or rogue states and help ensure that nuclear arms
reductions will never be reversed.
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MD058–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the Senator’s opposition to siting any plutonium
processing facilities at Pantex.  This SPD EIS analyzes the potential
environmental impacts associated with implementing the proposed activities
at the candidate sites.  The results of these analyses, presented in Chapter 4
of Volume I and summarized in Section 2.18, would likely have minor impacts
on any of those sites, including Pantex.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.

MD058–2 Alternatives

Pit disassembly and conversion technologies are currently being
demonstrated at LANL.  This activity is described in the Pit Disassembly
and Conversion Demonstration EA (DOE/EA-1207, August 1998), which
is available on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.

The analyses presented in Section 4.26.3.2.2 indicate that there would be
no discernible impacts on water quality from normal operation of the pit
conversion and MOX facilities at Pantex.  Other sections show, moreover,
that the normal operation of these facilities would likely have minor impacts
on human health, agriculture, and livestock: Section 4.17.1.4 and 4.17.2.4
addresses the potential radiological and hazardous chemical effects of the
maximum-impact alternative on workers and the public; Appendix J.3, the
potential contamination of agricultural products and livestock, and the
consumption of these products by persons living within an 80-km (50-mi)
radius of Pantex.
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SCD19–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for private research and
development of alternative energy sources.  The MOX approach does not
involve the use of hazardous waste as an alternative energy source.  Further,
the use of U.S. surplus plutonium does not involve reprocessing
(reprocessing is a chemical separation of uranium, transuranic elements
[including plutonium], and fission products from spent reactor fuel and the
reuse of the plutonium and uranium to produce new fresh fuel).  The purpose
of this proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus
plutonium by meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.  The Spent Fuel Standard, as
identified by NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus
weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons
use as the much larger and growing quantity of plutonium that exists in
spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors.

This SPD EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with
implementing the proposed activities at the candidate sites.  The results of
these analyses, presented in Chapter 4 of Volume I and summarized in
Section 2.18, demonstrate that the activities would likely have minor impacts
at any of those sites, including Pantex.  Incident-free (normal) releases of
radioactivity from the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities to
the food production chain are explained for each site in Appendix J.  Current
and future operations at the candidate sites should not impact the soil used
for agriculture and farming in any of the regions adjacent to these sites.
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MD107–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex.  As described in Chapter 4
of Volume I and summarized in Section 2.18, potential impacts of any of the
proposed activities during routine operations at any of the candidate sites
would likely be minor.  To avoid contamination that has occurred in the past
at some DOE sites, DOE would design, build, and operate the proposed
facilities in compliance with today’s strict environmental, safety, and
health requirements.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program
at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports,
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

MD107–2 Human Health Risk

Although Pantex is smaller in overall size in comparison with the other
candidate sites, analyses in Chapter 4 of Volume I indicate that impacts of
operating the pit conversion facility on health, safety, and the environment
at Pantex would likely be minor (e.g., see Section 4.6).

While it is true that the pit conversion facility is the first consolidated
facility for accomplishing this mission on a large scale, the processes that
would be used in this facility are not entirely new.  Many of these processes
are in use at LANL and LLNL.  In addition, DOE has recently started a pit
disassembly and conversion demonstration project at LANL, where
processes will be further developed and tested.

Section 4.26.3.2 analyzes impacts to the environment (including contamination
to the Ogallala aquifer) due to construction and normal operation of a pit
conversion facility at Pantex.  There would be no discernible contamination
of aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water, either from the deposition of minute
quantities of airborne contaminants into small water bodies or from potential
wastewater releases.  Therefore, it is estimated that no measurable component
of the public dose would be attributable to liquid pathways.  Appendix J.3
includes an analysis of potential contamination of agricultural products and
livestock and consumption of these products by persons living within an
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80-km (50-mi) radius of Pantex.  If the proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities were located at Pantex, a very small incremental annual dose to the
surrounding public from normal operations would result via radiological
emission deposition on agricultural products (i.e., food ingestion pathway).
This dose (about 0.56 person-rem/yr) would be 0.0006 percent of the dose
that would be incurred annually from natural background radiation.  This
analysis indicates that impacts of operating the pit conversion facility on
agricultural products, livestock, and human health at Pantex would likely
be minor.

MD107–3 Human Health Risk

It is DOE policy to operate in compliance with all applicable air quality
requirements and to protect human health and the environment.  DOE takes
into consideration pollution reduction techniques to minimize air releases
when designing, constructing, and operating its facilities.  It also considers
aesthetic and scenic resources in the design, location, construction, and
operation of facilities.  Potential concentrations of air pollutants at Pantex
for the various alternatives have been estimated, considering appropriate
local meteorology and other data associated with the area.  Because the
releases from the pit conversion and MOX facilities would be very small
(see Appendix J.3.1.4), estimates of resultant radiological health risks are
small.  As indicated in Section 4.17.2.4, the maximum possible dose
delivered to a member of the public during normal operations of the MOX
and pit conversion facilities at Pantex would be 0.077 mrem/yr, 0.02 percent
of the dose that individual would receive annually from natural background
radiation.  The estimated dose to the public from radiological emissions
(e.g., americium, tritium, and plutonium) would be 0.58 person-rem/yr
which would result in an increase of 2.9x10-3 LCFs over the 10-year
operating life of the pit conversion facility.  Any new facilities that might
be built would be within existing site boundaries, and would be matched
aesthetically with the current plant to limit potential visual impacts.
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MD107–4 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the storage of
plutonium pits at Pantex.  DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage of
pits and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities to
address plutonium storage requirements. DOE has addressed some of the
commentor’s concerns in an environmental review concerning the
repackaging of Pantex pits into a more robust container.  This evaluation is
documented in the Supplement Analysis for: Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and
Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components—AL–R8 Sealed
Insert Container (August 1998).  This document is on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com.  Based on this supplement analysis, the decision
was made to repackage pits at Pantex into the AL–R8 sealed insert container
and to discontinue plans to repackage pits into the AT–400A container.

Worker exposure estimates attributable to the decision to repackage pits in
AL–R8 sealed insert containers were incorporated in the revised Section 2.18
and Appendix L.5.1.

The issues raised in this comment relate to pit storage decisions made in the
Storage and Disposition PEIS and the Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and
Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components (DOE/EIS-0225,
November 1996).  DOE is considering leaving the repackaged surplus pits
in Zone 4 at Pantex for long-term storage.  An appropriate environmental
review will be conducted when the specific proposal for this change has
been developed; addressing, for example, whether additional magazines need
to be air-conditioned.  The analysis in this SPD EIS assumes that the surplus
pits are stored in Zone 12 in accordance with the ROD for the Storage and
Disposition PEIS.

MD107–5 Other

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern that technology advances
must be met with caution.
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MD186–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
and MOX facilities at Pantex.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Pantex will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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